The article analyzes how states' representatives in the Brazilian Congress process and negotiate amendments to the federal budget on Congress' Joint Budget Committee. Amendments submitted by members of Congress from three selected States (Bahia, Ceará, and Paraná) between 1995 and 1999 are analyzed. The article challenges certain hypotheses concerning the role of amendments and argues that budgetary amendments and certain federal policies tend to accommodate tensions which arise in a federation marked by regional inequalities.
Bahia, Ceará and Paraná were chosen to test both the theoretical frameworks on which the research is based and the hypothesis mentioned below. These states were chosen because they are territories that share several common characteristics. Firstly, their political leaderships have managed to maintain, until recently, a great deal of control over the state institutions and the state decision-making process. This could indicate that the three states' delegations in the competition for federal resources would behave in a similar manner, based on a much-quoted argument that governors exert substantial influence over the state delegations in Congress. Secondly, the three states represent a sample, albeit limited, of two regions; the Northeast and the South, which have in recent years tried to upgrade their position in the economy and in politics. The three states have managed to achieve important relative GDP growth as compared to other states in recent decades. They are also considered the main players in what is described as the fiscal war among the states. At the same time, by selecting two states from the Northeast and one from the South, the sample captures Brazil's extreme regional diversity. Although the sample points to more similarities than differences between the three states in relation to their internal political dynamics, their representatives in Congress and on the JBC had different agendas and strategies, which will be further analyzed 6 .
The study is based on the assumption that since the return to democracy and the promulgation of the 1988 Constitution Brazil has had a very decentralized political and tax system, even by international standards. States and municipalities, however, continue to press the federal government for more funds, for which the amendments to the budget are a window of opportunity. Although competition for scarce resources is guided by rules established by the JBC, the outcomes as regards budgetary funds transferred to these three states are quite different. Federalism is studied here both as an independent variable, that influences the behavior of Congress members, and as a dependent variable, that conditions the way in which budgetary federal resources are distributed.
The article challenges two existing hypotheses: one concerning the role of amendments in the federal budget and the other the regional distribution of federal resources. The first is that amendments lead only to negative results, since they constrain the adoption of universal policies, hence strengthening the tendency towards logrolling, "pork barrel" and the pursuit of private agendas among Congress members. The second is that regions that are less developed economically are disproportionately benefited by federal budgetary resources, due to their overrepresentation in Congress.
The hypothesis proposed here is that the design of Brazilian federalism never incorporated a pursuit for a greater fiscal equalization among its constituent units. This explains why Congress members have to build strategies that enable them to increase their states' quota of national resources. Hence there are formal (constitutional) and informal (case by case negotiations) distributive rules that enable the Brazilian federation to maintain its unity. Formal and informal rules (the latter found in several legislative and government decisions, including amendments to the budget) have encouraged Congress members, even those from wealthier states, to propose amendments. They do this not only to get reelected or to run for election for a subnational Executive position, but also to obtain more federal resources, given the inefficiency of formal fiscal equalization rules.
To build a hypothetical analytical 'model', Weaver and Rockman's (1993) proposal has been taken as a reference point. These authors examine public policies through the perspective of the impact of national political institutions on the structuring of the relationships among Congress members, interest groups, the electorate and the Judiciary. From their point of view, the federal system is taken as a veto point and as exogenous to the relationship between the Executive and the Legislature, which may result in incoherent policies. Their proposal, which is adopted here only as a guide to the behavioral analysis of state delegations within the JBC, implies, however, an implicit view of institutions as a set of interconnected knots through which actions can be blocked. I do not argue, however, that an understanding of the vetoing points in the decisionmaking chain (Immergut, 1996) and of the veto players (Tsebelis, 1995) should not be pursued but rather that by ignoring the specific aspects that shape the constellation of incentives and constraints conditioning the strategies of the political actors, something important may be lost in the analysis.
Based on Weaver and Rockman's (1993) proposal, slightly modified to include an understanding of the behavior of Congress members, the hypothesis that I test is summarized in Diagram 1. The diagram maps the framework used for the analysis of the trajectory of amendments passed on the JBC.
The institutional factor / constraint considered here is Brazilian federalism, specifically fiscal federalism, which has insufficient fiscal equalization mechanisms among states and regions. One of the main consequences of this is that distributive conflicts are more intense. Furthermore, with the federal fiscal adjustment policy, there are fewer national resources to be distributed to accommodate regional tensions. As a result, conflicts within the JBC have also become more complex.
The analytical task, therefore, is to identify the links between federalism as an institution and the behavior of the state delegations on the JBC. This may lead to a better understanding of how demands for federal investment within state and local territories are inserted into the federal budget, as well as their outcomes. Attempts to understand how Congress members establish their networks on the JBC to defend their interests are also made. These networks generate extraparliamentary relationships and sometimes they cross political parties -not because parties "do not matter", but because the JBC rules have encouraged cooperation among members of different parties that represent a given state. The rules also allow amendments from parliamentarians elected in other states.
Thus, this article highlights the role of state interests within the national Legislature by examining how tensions, conflicts and contradictions between conflicting interests across states are processed, negotiated and decided on within the JBC.
To interpret the ''rules of the game'' 7 that affect the political actors' behavior, I make use of a theoretical framework that values the influence of institutional choices made beforehand on the development and outcomes of political decisions. These, in the end, also influence the functioning of the political system. One of the institutional choices that shapes the political system and the decision-making process is federalism. Initial, structural and normative choices, therefore, will have an effect on subsequent political decisions, such as the role of the amendments and of the JBC in minimizing regional cleavages and in accommodating distributive conflicts.
Based on the discussion of the hypothesis outlined above, I argue that amendments to the federal budget reflect the territorial disputes for federal resources in a country marked by regional inequality. These amendments also influence how regional disputes are negotiated. This challenges the two hypotheses mentioned above. The argument is based on the following findings: first, that collective amendments and amendments from JBC subcommittees are replacing individual amendments as a result of the changes introduced in the rules of the JBC.
This finding contradicts the hypothesis that amendments simply promote logrolling, "pork barrel" and the pursuit of private agendas, because cooperation, or collective amendments, have been encouraged by the new rules of the JBC to the extent that they now prevail over individual amendments. It is important to stress that these new rules were introduced by Congress members themselves, hence they are self-binding rules Second, it is neither the most economically betteroff states nor the least developed states that have been the main beneficiaries of the budget resources in per capita terms. The greatest beneficiaries have been the Center-West and the North regions, as a result of decisions taken by the constitutional framers, as will be discussed later.
This article analyzes amendments to the federal budget proposed by members of Congress for the three selected states over the period 1995 to 1999. A total of 6,107 amendments were approved, representing 1.961 billion reais. The total amount of funds actually transferred to these states during the same period was 17.634 billion reais. Amendments accounted for 11% of the total funds distributed to these states. The amendments were grouped according to budgetary items, according to Congress member and according to party. Amendments proposed by state delegations, i.e., collective amendments, were separated from those proposed by individual 
THE JOINT BUDGET COMMITTEE
With the promulgation of the 1988 Constitution, Congress re-acquired the right to amend the budget handed down by the Executive, making it an ideal locus for testing the hypothesis of this article. This right, however, has been criticized both in the literature and in the media.
In the literature on the theory of rational choice amendments by Congress members are termed "pork-barrel" politics, defined by Shepsle and Bonchek (1997:204) as ''the appropriation of federal funds for inefficient projects that benefit individual congressional districts but offer little benefit to the nation as a whole''. The authors state that the incentive for a Congress member to operate "pork-barrel" politics is that it represents an opportunity to gain votes in the next election. In rational choice theory, "pork-barrel" politics generate a cooperation paradox, since only the area or region receiving the funds benefits, at the expense of all taxpayers. In fact, Congress members would be better off without "pork"
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. Although members of Congress have a strong incentive to try to protect the interests of their constituencies, they know that everybody would benefit if there was no "pork". Despite this, the practice continues. In this case, as pointed out by Shepsle and Boncheck (1997:206) the "cooperative dividend" of no "pork" projects is not stable "because politicians continue to have an incentive to use whatever influence they can muster to target projects for their states and districts". This vision on the "perverse" consequences of "pork", however, is not found across all literature.
Several political scientists, such as Elwood and Patashnik (1993) , focus on the ''other side'' of "pork", mentioning its role in easing the negotiations between the Legislature and the Executive in the US and the advantages it represents for constraining expenditure since it does not generate broad or universal benefits, thus avoiding entitlements. Other studies show that in the US the efficiency of "pork" for the reelection of Congress members is more modest than that shown in the media (Bickers and Stein, 1996) . Furthermore, in the Brazilian case individual amendments have been superceded by collective amendments, discussed at greater length below.
The JBC is the appropriate locus to test federalism as an institution. By bringing decisions on the allocation of part of federal funds into the arena of the Legislature in such a large and diverse country, the Brazilian political system has managed since the return to democracy to buffer these differences by giving Congress members the opportunity to minimize the financial shortcomings of the states that elected them. This mechanism also compensates for Congress' loss of its share of legislative function due to the Executive's right to issue Provisional Measures. Hence, although the federal Executive seems to have an excessive legislative role, due to the Provisional Measures, Congress is also constantly accused of exercising executive functions, through the distribution of funds to constituencies by amending the budget. The right to have the final word on the budget generated a paradox: it was Congress itself, during the writing of the constitution that decentralized financial resources to subnational levels of governments. This was done in reaction to the financial centralization of the military regime. By reducing federal funds, Congress members themselves restricted their capacity to allocate funds through amendments to the states and municipalities they represent.
Although on the initial years of the functioning of the JBC their members had more incentives to act individually, changes in the committee's rules since 1995 have made them behave more cooperatively, a point discussed later. These rules, which encourage cooperation, gained predominance over the rationale of the electoral system, which is often said to encourage members of Congress to act individually and to exercise little party discipline Since a party selects its representatives and no criteria restricting the size of the state delegation on the JBC exist, it is possible for states with smaller delegations to have more seats on the JBC as happened in 1996 and 1997 when Paraná and Ceará, with smaller delegations than Bahia, had more seats. This imbalance was corrected in 1999.
COMPETITION FOR BUDGET RESOURCES AMONG THE SELECTED STATES
The three selected states, during the period analyzed enjoyed high rates of success comparing the amount of funds approved in the budget and the amount effectively handed over (see Table 1 ).
As already mentioned, the approval of an amendment does not guarantee the actual liberation of funds.
The role of Congress members on the JBC changed during the period analyzed. In the first years individual Congress members played a central role in presenting amendments. Later, however, collective amendments from state delegations surpassed these. During budget negotiations on the JBC, competition for resources occurs between members of Congress and/ or state delegations, representing the interests of their constituencies, of their financial supporters and of local/ state political leaders. Nevertheless, after final approval of the budget, disputes are played out in the ministries of the federal government and in state-owned companies. Table 1 shows that the federal government has fulfilled its agreements with Congress members, governors and mayors by releasing funds negotiated throughout the budgetary process. In other words, funds for subnational units were effectively distributed. Paraná has managed to receive more budgetary resources than the other two states, both in absolute and in relative terms (see Table 2 ). Furthermore, the average "success rate" for funds to Paraná was 106%, whereas it was 94% to Bahia and 91% to Ceará.
The data in Table 3 show that the volume of funds to which Congress members have access is small (the average is 11%) when compared to the total amount of funds allocated to each state. Tables 1, 2 and 3 challenge the hypothesis that less economically developed states are the greatest beneficiaries of additional funding from the federal budget. The state of Paraná obtained the greatest amount of funds, both in terms of funds effectively released and in terms of per capita values. Although representatives from Bahia and Ceará managed to get approval for a greater number of amendments than those from Paraná, the total amount of funds and funding per capita, as well as the "success rate" were higher in Paraná than in the other two states. In other words, although representatives from Bahia and Ceará managed to obtain more budgetary funds than what had previously been allocated, they had to submit more amendments than Paraná to increase their share (see Table 2 ). Table 4 shows that amendments submitted to the JBC by the subcommittees also increased.
The figures presented in
However, as mentioned above, these amendments are unable to increase the amount of resources, only correct mistakes or aggregate similar amendments 16 . As for the amendments proposed by these subcommittees, Bahia and Ceará were more greatly affected by corrections and groupings than Paraná in absolute terms, except in 1996.
In the following sections I analyze the performance of the states in question.
The Performance of Bahia
Bahia has 39 federal representatives in the House distributed among the following parties during the period analyzed (1995-1998):
The PFL had three senators during the period. In the 1994 and 1998 elections, it formed an alliance with the PTB, PPB and PL, giving the party a comfortable majority in both Houses.
Although the PFL had a majority in the state's delegation, the same was not the case on the JBC, since the party competed against the PSDB and the PMDB for seats on the JBC. In fact, the balance between the PFL and the opposition parties on the JBC at the beginning of the period analyzed later came undone, and the PFL ended up taking control of the interests of the state of Bahia within the JBC. Amendments submitted collectively made up 60% of the total revealing the influence of the new rules adopted by the JBC. They also reveal the existence of the cohesion of the state delegation and the control of the largest party on the amendments.
In 1998, a year in which there were both state and national elections, the PFL's control within the JBC was reduced. However, the party still managed to approve 51% of its individual amendments, while the PMDB and the PSDB got approval for 12% but collective amendments continued to represent 60% of the total, reiterating the cooperative strategy.
In 1999 there were no changes in the profile of the members of Congress presenting amendments. In other words, amendments were still being proposed by representatives with limited visibility. The amendments by party confirm PFL's supremacy (half of its amendments were approved) with the PSDB a distant second with a 12% approval rate and the PMDB with 7%. Cooperation, encouraged by the JBC rules and the PFL's supremacy, meant that collective amendments accounted for 62% of the total.
In short, during the years analyzed, cooperation was standard procedure among Bahia's representatives in Congress; PFL's supremacy was consolidated in the state and within the JBC;
and it was members of Congress with limited visibility who tended to get more funds approved through individual amendments 20 .
The Performance of Ceará
Ceará has 22 federal representatives who belonged to the following parties in 1998:
Its three senators belonged to the PSDB. These, together with the federal representatives from the same party, accounted for 55% of the state delegation. As in Bahia a group led by a single politician, Tasso Jereissati, of the PSDB, stands out.
In 1994 81% of the total resources authorized in the budget was actually handed over to Ceará (see Table 1 ), marginally above the 80% handed over to Bahia and far less than the percentage handed over to Paraná. Although the PSDB took part in the coalition that supported President Itamar Franco, the funds effectively received by Ceará in absolute terms were inferior to those passed to Paraná, then governed by the party to which the President belonged. One explanation for this could be that Ceará may have received resources from other sources; another is that political alliances do have an influence on decisions concerning federal budgetary funds. The most likely explanation, however, may be found elsewhere. In Ceará individual amendments prevailed over collective amendments during most of the period analyzed. This shows that a noncooperative strategy prevailed among Ceará's delegation, therefore reducing chances of reaching agreements that might guarantee more budgetary resources.
In 1995 Ceará presented five amendments to the budget. As in Bahia, the authors of these amendments had little visibility and were not influential in policymaking. That same year Ceará did not negotiate any collective amendments; they were all presented individually.
In 1996 the ratio between the number of the amendments and the total amount of the budgetary funds destined to the state was lower in Ceará than in Bahia and much lower than in Paraná (see Table 1 ). As in Bahia, all Ceará's members of Congress presented amendments. Similarly, members of Congress elected by other states (José Augusto and Arlindo Chinaglia, both from the PT in São Paulo) also presented amendments that benefited municipalities in Ceará. Like in Bahia, the explanation for this is the need to provide additional funding for municipalities governed by the PT, which at the time was in opposition to the state governing coalition.
Although the PSDB is the most important political force in Ceará, within the JBC competition between the PSDB and the PMDB was evident. This explains why individual amendments (52%) prevailed over collective amendments.
A dispute between the PSDB and the PMDB was also reflected in the allocation of resources to Fortaleza, the state's capital governed at the time by the PMDB in opposition to the PSDB. Of the three selected states, it was only in Ceará that the capital received high percentages of federal resources though amendments: 20% of the total funds in 1996 and roughly 12% in the other years. Salvador, Bahia's capital, received 12% in 1996 as a direct result of the mayor's strategy, while Curitiba, Paraná's capital, never received more than 1%.
In 1997 the profile of Congress members presenting amendments followed a similar pattern: the main proponents were members with little visibility, and less than 1% of the amendments were collective amendments. This strengthens the argument that cooperation in Ceará was constrained by the polarization within the JBC of the PMDB and the PSDB.
In 1998 the PSDB's superiority was confirmed. Its representatives managed to get approval for 53% of their amendments, against PMDB's 19%. That year, however, was the first in which collective amendments (67%) prevailed over individual ones. This indicates that the party that held the majority in state politics (the PSDB) had allowed for negotiation with its main opponent (the PMDB), and that finally Ceará's Congress members had decided that it was rational to cooperate, making use of collective amendments stimulated by the new rules. Three federal deputies from the PT in São Paulo (Eduardo Jorge, Telma de Souza and Marta Suplicy) got approval for four amendments for Ceará.
In 1999 the PSDB maintained its political hegemony, but its share of individual amendments was reduced to 47%, still far ahead of its main opponent (the PMDB) who managed to get approval for 19%. Once again, there were more collective amendments (78%) than individual ones, a percentage greater even than Bahia's. Alexandre Cardoso (PSB/Rio de Janeiro) got approval for an amendment for Ceará.
To sum up, Ceará only managed to make collective amendments viable in 1998 and 1999, although the PSDB had control of the state politics. Political power in Ceará was at that time polarized between the PSDB and the PMDB. This polarization was also reflected within the JBC.
This polarization was demonstrated in the PMDB's efforts to obtain funding for Fortaleza, which was run by it 21 .
The Performance of Paraná
Paraná has 30 federal representatives who in 1998 belonged to the following parties:
Of the three senators, one belonged to the PMDB, another to the PTB and the third changed party to join the PSDB. Unlike Bahia and Ceará, party representation in Paraná is more fragmented. No single party predominated (as in Bahia), nor was there polarization between two parties (as in Ceará).
The amount of federal funds handed over to Paraná in 1994 reached 95% of the authorized resources (Table 1) , a greater percentage than in Ceará and Bahia. This as well as Paraná's high "success rates" can be explained by the following. In terms of federal program funding, resources to finance health care receive most federal transfers through the Unified Health Care System -UHCS (Sistema Unificado de Saúde -SUS). As this program's scheme of resource allocation rewards productivity, states and municipalities with more efficient and technologically sophisticated health systems are those which receive the most federal funds. The UHCS, therefore, contributes to the concentration of federal funding in more developed regions. I come back to this point later.
In 1995 Paraná presented six amendments; three from the PPB and three from the PMDB. There were no collective amendments in 1995.
During 1996 (an electoral year) the number of amendments increased but, unlike the other two states, the amount effectively handed over to Paraná was greater than the funds initially authorized (see Table 1 ). This presents the following paradox: Paraná was governed by Jaime years were greater than those to Bahia and Ceará, both governed by political allies? Once again, part of the answer lies in the funding scheme of UHCS. Unlike the previous year, most members of Congress presented amendments. Despite this, the pattern in Paraná was the same as in Bahia and Ceará as regards the profile of the state representatives proposing amendments, namely those with the least visibility. Collective amendments dominated (99%), which partially explains the data in Table 1 , revealing Paraná's excellent performance when compared to the two other states.
In 1997 collective amendments, though still prevailing (52%), decreased.
In 1998 the PFL got the highest number of amendments approved, the PMDB lagged behind and the PSDB and PPB rose in importance. This shows that political power in Paraná is much more fragmented, both in Congress and on the JBC than in Bahia and Ceará. As in the other states, all the parties represented managed to get their amendments passed, although the PFL and the PSDB predominated (with 25% and 21% respectively). Paraná consolidated its cooperative strategy: collective amendments accounted for 60% of the amendments.
In 1999 the number of amendments according to party was evenly distributed among the main political factions in the state; the PFL with 25% of the amendments and the PSDB with 22%.
Collective amendments (60%) continued to prevail over individual amendments, now also encouraged by the new rules of the JBC. 
DISCUSSING A FEW HYPOTHESES
As mentioned before, amendments proposed by Congress members to channel greater resources to their territories and the competition in Congress for federal funds have been the subject of much criticism. This prompts need for further discussion of the two hypotheses mentioned earlier.
The first is that budgetary amendments simply serve the personal interests of Congress members in seeking election for the subnational Executive or reelection for Congress. This is done, according to this hypothesis, by "pork-barrel" politics. However, it was Congress members themselves who decided to limit their own power (self-binding) to propose amendments by changing the rules of the JBC to encourage more cooperative strategies. This was a reaction to the findings of the Parliamentary Enquiry Committee that investigated budgetary procedures. As a result, collective amendments and those accruing from JBC's subcommittees began to prevail over individual ones, especially after 1997. This change shows that the preferences of Congress members can be changed, even if changes go against their self-interest.
The second hypothesis is that federal spending benefits less developed states more given their over-representation in Congress. Such a claim must be investigated on two fronts: comparing federal spending for the five Brazilian official regions and comparing federal spending among the three selected states. As for the former, two articles of the Federal Constitution (articles 165 and 35 of the Transitory Disposition Acts) state that public spending must evolve towards a better regional and state distribution of federal funds. In other words, the constitution determines that greater fiscal equality should be pursued given the country's high levels of regional disparities. According to article 35, over the first ten years from the constitution's promulgation, federal spending should converge towards a distribution proportional to the regions' and the states' population. However, as shown in Table 5 , this has not been achieved neither in absolute nor in relative terms.
there were some differences, Congress members from these states chose to act cooperatively in competition for scarce funds on several occasions. The intensity of this cooperation, as measured by the proportion of collective vis-à-vis individual amendments, was greatest in Paraná and Bahia than in Ceará. The reason for this seems to be that when political power is either very fragmented or highly concentrated, there are greater incentives for cooperation than when there is polarization, as in Ceará.
Secondly, in both Bahia and Ceará a few amendments were proposed by representatives elected by other states, which shows that cooperation may occur beyond state boundaries. This did not occur in Paraná due to greater party fragmentation, which did not adversely affect the demands of minority parties.
Thirdly, federal resources contribute to the concentration of budgetary funds in more developed states. This is a result of the Unified Health Care System -UHCS and explains why funds to Paraná have always been greater than those to the other two states. This exacerbates regional imbalances as regards the distribution of federal funds.
Fourthly, and maybe the most significant finding of this research as regards its theoretical contribution, is the importance of incentives in shaping the outcomes of public policies and in guiding political actors' strategies. I am referring to the changes in the rules governing amendments. With the decision to prioritize collective amendments over individual ones, the former became more important, even from state delegations that had rejected them initially such as in Ceará's case. Another change in JBC rules occurred in 1999, limiting the number of individual amendments each member could propose. This was also responsible for the increase in the number of collective amendments as opposed to individual ones, as it stimulated cooperation even among representatives and parties that had resisted cooperation 27 . However, cooperation induced by institutional incentives may have reduced minority parties' room for maneuver in the state, as was the case of the PMDB in Ceará.
This article has also challenged some hypotheses related to the JBC decision-making process.
What is normally tagged as the pursuing of individual agendas and as "pork-barrel" politics or is seen merely as strategies for electoral survival is interpreted not only as a way used by Congress members to shift funds to the territories they represent, but also as a way to make up for Brazil's inefficient formal fiscal equalization rules. Furthermore, with the changes in the JBC rules, the argument that rests on "pork-barrel" politics becomes even less relevant, as collective amendments now prevail 28 .
Looking back at the hypothetical analytical ''model'' presented earlier, the institutional factor/ constraint considered was Brazilian federalism, especially fiscal federalism rules that accommodate the country's historic regional inequality through the negotiation of additional federal funds for subnational units. One of the solutions found by political actors to overcome this constraint has been the chance given to Congress members, especially the less visible ones, to inject federal funds into their constituencies. This opportunity has determined some of the characteristics of the decision-making process within the JBC. The first is the representatives' self-binding, through the approval of rules that have encouraged cooperation. Furthermore, the decision-making process within the JBC has allowed the demands of parties that are not part of IMMERGUT, Ellen. (1996) (1986 ), Politics and Intergovernmental Relations in Brazil, 1964 -1982 PINHEIRO, Vinicius C. (1996) , ''Inflação, Poder e Processo Orçamentário no Brasil -1988 -1993 US is an exception. On this subject, see Bird (1993) and Shah (2000) . Thus, the existence of rules in the US and in Brazil that facilitate budgetary amendments which are rare in "mature" federations may be explained by the limited mechanisms of fiscal equalization. In other words, characteristics of fiscal federalism, and not just of the electoral or the presidential systems, may also explain why amendments are so important in these countries. 8. Amendments proposed by special and permanent Congress committees were excluded as it was impossible to identify their authors. Amendments destined to finance the legislative and the judicial systems were also excluded. The amendments of the subcommittees of the JBC received separate attention because they became more important during the period analyzed, and began to reallocate a greater amount of funds.
9. Following this rationale, the paradox of cooperation is even more serious in the US than in Brazil, because there the budget is mandatory. Therefore, the US Executive has little control over budgetary implementation. For this reason, this literature must be used carefully when applied to other countries. seniority in Congress as one of Brazil's institutional problems.
12. This however, was not enough to give the researcher interested in budgetary issues the tools to analyze it. Research on the subject could only be done after inflation control. Another difficulty as regards budgetary analysis was the requirement that Congress members, when presenting their amendments, had to identify the respective sources of revenue that would fund them. This restriction was systematically dodged in the past, since members of Congress presented amendments creating fictitious additional revenues on the grounds that the Executive had underestimated the amount of tax to be collected. This was not totally irrational, considering the uncontrolled rates of inflation. According to estimates, this practice generated fictitious extra revenues amounting to roughly 3% of the GDP (Afonso, 1994:75) . On the effects of inflation on the budget writing process in Brazil, see Franco (1993) and Serra (1989) , and on the impact of inflation on the implementation of the budget, see Pinheiro (1996) .
13. During the period analyzed and in the states of the sample, only one amendment from Paraná and one from Bahia were vetoed by the President.
14. The widespread perception that Brazilian members of Congress have little party discipline is not confirmed by data analyzed by Figueiredo and Limongi (1999) and Nicolau (1997) . In a study dealing specifically with the Brazilian budgetary experience, Figueiredo and Limongi (2002) also challenge the thesis that electoral legislation influences the behavior of members of Congress.
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. Blumm (1999) shows how this was one of the strategies used by the mayor of Salvador, Lídice da Mata, to obtain funds for the city. Her administration was in opposition to the state government.
16. The amendments proposed by permanent Congress committees were insignificant during the period, which shows that competition for resources in Congress occurs almost exclusively on the JBC.
17. In Ceará and Paraná there were also few members of Congress who presented amendments in 1995, although the amount was significant when compared to other years. 20. The research analyzed amendment data according to function, but since they were not relevant to the arguments put forward here, they are not analyzed in detail. In the case of Bahia, the sector to which priority was given was regional development and transport, with little emphasis on education and health care.
21. As regards the amendments classified by function, Ceará's state delegation gave priority to health care until 1998, one of the PSDB government's main marketing strategies. This trend came to an end in 1999, however. 23. Few studies analyze these data at per capita level and few include other federal spending in the states, such as constitutional transfers, social security benefits (including pension entitlements) and spending by state-owned companies. As far as I know, only one study gathered this information, but it was done only for the 1995 budget, including federal spending on constitutional transfers to states and municipalities that make up the States and Federal District Participation Fund and the Municipal Participation Fund, both benefiting less developed territories, and spending on social security benefits. Spending by state-owned companies was excluded. According to this information, the greatest per capita spending also occurred in the Center-West (R$ 1,460 per inhabitant), followed by the North, (R$ 597), the Northeast (R$ 357), the South (R$ 339), and the Southeast (R$ 283) (Galvão et al. 1996) . Thus, when other spending items are included, such as constitutional transfers and social security benefits, per capita expenditure becomes less regressive. The Federal District's position, however, remains unaltered.
24. On the decision-making process regarding the distribution of tax funds during the drafting of 26. This research is an initial step towards an understanding of the issues raised here. Its fouryear database and its focus on three states just begin to shed some light on the processes analyzed.
27. The existence and the strengthening of cooperative mechanisms do not mean, however, that strategies for the approval of individual amendments do not exist. These are called "amendment baskets" and are negotiated between members of Congress. However, cooperative rules that had not existed previously not only were created, but were strengthened throughout the period analyzed.
28. One of the anonymous reviewers of this article suggested that this fact could be interpreted also from a Schumpeterian view. In other words, by implementing a strategy for reelection or for electoral survival, Congress members unintentionally minimize regional inequality. However, the argument put forward here is that, in the absence of efficient fiscal equalization mechanisms, Congress members adopt a strategy of proposing amendments rather than a strategy of concentrating their efforts on using other mechanisms.
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